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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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6) D Claim(s) is/are rejected. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



This Office Action is in response to the Applicant's amendment filed June 26, 

2003. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-3, 6-8 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Nakagawa et al. (5,985,708). 

Nakagawa et al. teach an electron emitter 41 comprising : a p region (under 72); 
a dielectric layer 68 formed directly above the p region; a metallic layer 71-73 formed 
directly above the dielectric layer; means (terminal) for emitting electrons through the 
metallic layer; an n+ region 63 formed above a substrate such that a p region is formed 
within the n+ region; the substrate being below the p region; the p region being formed 
from a semiconductor; a p electrode formed above and making electrical contact with 
the p region; an M electrode (end of terminal) formed above and making electrical 
contact with the metallic layer; an electron concentration level of the n+ region being 
greater than a hole concentration level of the p region as noted by the plus sign of the 
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n+ region; and an n electrode formed above and making electrical contact with the n+ 
region (Figures 12-18, cols. 16-18, all lines). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 4-5 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nakagawa et al. (5,985,708) as applied to claims 1-3, 6-8 and 12 in view of van 
Gorkom et al. (4,325,084). 

Nakagawa et al. teach all mentioned in the rejection above. However, Nakagawa 
fail to teach a semiconductor including at least one of Si, Ge, GaP, InP, InGaAs, and 
InGaP; a hole concentration level of the p region ranging substantially between 10 16 and 
10 19 com-3. van Gorkom et al. teach an electron emitter comprising: Si semiconductor 
material; a p region 3 formed of a semiconductor material having a hole concentration of 
10 19 cm" 3 ; an Al metallic layer 8 formed above the dielectric layer (Figures 2-3, cols. 6-7, 
lines 20-49 and 31-44, respectively). Since Nakagawa et al. and van Gorkom et al. are 
from the same field of endeavor (electron emitter structures), the purpose disclosed by 
van Gorkom et al. would have been recognized in the pertinent art of Nakagawa et al. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the electron emitter of Nakagawa et al. by 
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incorporating the semiconductor material and hole concentration of van Gorkom et al. to 
obtain extra acceleration energy of the electrons (abstract). 

Claims 14-17, 20, 24-25, 28 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Nakagawa et al. (5,985,708) and van Gorkom et al. (4,325,084) as 
applied to claims 1-8 and 12-13 in view of Kusunoki et al. (US 2001/0017515 A1). 

Nakagawa et al. and van Gorkom et al. teach all mentioned in the rejection 
above. However, Nakagawa et al. and van Gorkom et al. fail to teach at least one 
voltage biasing source is connected such that the electrons tunnel through a dielectric 
layer 12 prior to passing to the metallic layer (Figure 1, pages 4-1, paragraphs [0063], 
[0065] & [0073]). Also, it is within the level of ordinary skill to apply negative and 
positive potential on a particular region of a semiconductor device. Since Nakagawa et 
al., van Gorkom et al. and Kusunoki et al. are from the same field of endeavor (electron 
emitter structures), the purpose disclosed by Kusunoki et al. would have been 
recognized in the pertinent art of Nakagawa et al. and van Gorkom et al. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the electron emitter of Nakagawa et al. and the semiconductor 
material and hole concentration of van Gorkom et al. by incorporating the biasing 
source of Kusunoki et al. to improve electron emission efficiency (abstract). 
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Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakagawa et al. (5,985,708) and van Gorkom et al. (4,325,084) as applied to claims 1-8 
and 12-13 above, and further in view of Morishita (5,140,400). 

Nakagawa et al. and van Gorkom et al. teach all mentioned in the rejection 
above. However, Nakagawa et al. and van Gorkom et al. fail to teach an n+ region 
formed from materials with wider band gap than a p region. Morishita teaches an n+ 
region formed from materials with wider band gap than a p region (col. 10, lines 16-37). 
Since Nakagawa et al., van Gorkom et al. and Morishita are from the same field of 
endeavor (electron emitter structures), the purpose disclosed by Morishita would have 
been recognized in the pertinent art of Nakagawa et al. and van Gorkom et al. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the electron emitter of Nakagawa et al. and the 
semiconductor material and hole concentration of van Gorkom et al. by incorporating 
with the n+ wider band gap of Morishita to prevent undesired diffusion current (abstract). 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakagawa et al. (5,985,708) and van Gorkom et al. (4,325,084) as applied to claims 1-8 
and 12-13 above, and further in view of Bronner et al. (US 6,242,770 B1). 

Nakagawa et al. and van Gorkom et al. teach all mentioned in the rejection 
above. However, Nakagawa et al. and van Gorkom et al. fail to teach a fail to teach a p 
region thickness less than a diffusion length of non-equilibrium electrons in the p region. 
Bronner et al. teach a p region thickness of 0.05 pm to about 0.2 pm, which is less than 
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a diffusion length of non-equilibrium electrons in the p region (col. 5, lines 5-15). Since 
Nakagawa et al., van Gorkom et al. and Bronner et al. are from the same field of 
endeavor (electron emitter structures), the purpose disclosed by Bronner et al. would 
have been recognized in the pertinent art of Nakagawa et al. and van Gorkom et al. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the electron emitter of Nakagawa et al. and the 
semiconductor material and hole concentration of van Gorkom et al. by incorporating 
the p region thickness of Bronner et al. to occupy a lesser wafer area (col. 3, lines 5-8). 

Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakagawa et al. (5,985,708) and van Gorkom et al. (4,325,084) as applied to claims 1-8 
and 12-13 above, and further in view of Ishio et al. (US 200/0014705 A1). 

Nakagawa et al. and van Gorkom et al. teach all mentioned in the rejection 
above. However, Nakagawa et al. and van Gorkom et al. fail to teach a fail to teach fail 
to teach a metallic layer thickness on the order of or less than a mean free path for 
electron energy. Ishio et al. teach a metallic layer thickness of 3nm to 1 jjm which is on 
the order of or less than a mean free path for electron energy [0095]. Since Nakagawa 
et al., van Gorkom et al. and Ishio et al. are from the same field of endeavor (electron 
emitter structures), the purpose disclosed by Ishio et al. would have been recognized in 
the pertinent art of Nakagawa et al. and van Gorkom et al. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the electron emitter of Nakagawa et al. and the semiconductor material and 
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hole concentration of van Gorkom et al. by incorporating the metallic layer thickness of 
Ishio et al. to ensure high connection reliability (abstract). 

Claims 18 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nakagawa et al. (5,985,708), van Gorkom et al. (4,325,084) and Kusunoki et al. 
(US 2001/0017515 A1) as applied to claims 1-8 and 12-13 above, and further in view of 
Morishita (5,140,400). 

Nakagawa et al., van Gorkom et al. and Kusunoki et al. teach all mentioned in 
the rejection above. However, Nakagawa et al., van Gorkom et al. and Kusunoki et al. 
fail to teach an n+ region formed from materials with wider band gap than a p region. 
Morishita teaches an n+ region formed from materials with wider band gap than a p 
region (col. 10, lines 16-37). Since Nakagawa et al., van Gorkom et al., Kusunoki et al. 
and Morishita are from the same field of endeavor (electron emitter structures), the 
purpose disclosed by Morishita would have been recognized in the pertinent art of 
Nakagawa et al., van Gorkom et al. and Kusunoki et al. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the electron emitter of Nakagawa et al., the semiconductor material and hole 
concentration of van Gorkom et al. and the biasing source of Kusunoki et al. by 
incorporating the n+ wider band gap of Morishita to prevent undesired diffusion current 
(abstract). 
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Claims 19 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nakagawa et al. (5,985,708), van Gorkom et al. (4,325,084) and Kusunoki et al. 
(US 2001/0017515 A1) as applied to claims 1-8 and 12-13 above, and further in view of 
Bronner et al. (US 6,242,770 B1). 

Nakagawa et al., van Gorkom et al. and Kusunoki et al. teach all mentioned in 
the rejection above. However, Nakagawa et al., van Gorkom et al. and Kusunoki et al. 
fail to teach a fail to teach a p region thickness less than a diffusion length of non- 
equilibrium electrons in the p region. Bronner et al. teach a p region thickness of 0.05 
urn to about 0.2 urn, which is less than a diffusion length of non-equilibrium electrons in 
the p region (col. 5, lines 5-15). Since Nakagawa et al., van Gorkom et al., Kusunoki et 
al. and Bronner et al. are from the same field of endeavor (electron emitter structures), 
the purpose disclosed by Bronner et al. would have been recognized in the pertinent art 
of Nakagawa et al., van Gorkom et al. and Kusunoki et al. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the electron emitter of Nakagawa et al., the semiconductor material and hole 
concentration of van Gorkom et al. and the biasing source of Kusunoki et al. by 
incorporating the p region thickness of Bronner et al. to occupy a lesser wafer area (col. 
3, lines 5-8). 

Claims 21 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nakagawa et al. (5,985,708), van Gorkom et al. (4,325,084) and Kusunoki et al. 
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(US 2001/0017515 A1) as applied to claims 1-8 and 12-13 above, and further in view of 
Ishio et al. (US 200/0014705 A1). 

Nakagawa et al., van Gorkom et al. and Kusunoki et al. teach all mentioned in 
the rejection above. However, Nakagawa et al., van Gorkom et al. and Kusunoki et al. 
fail to teach a fail to teach a metallic layer thickness on the order of or less than a mean 
free path for electron energy. Ishio et al. teach a metallic layer thickness of 3nm to 1 pm 
which is on the order of or less than a mean free path for electron energy [0095]. Since 
Nakagawa et al., van Gorkom et al., Kusunoki et al. and Bronner et al. are from the 
same field of endeavor (electron emitter structures), the purpose disclosed by Bronner 
et al. would have been recognized in the pertinent art of Nakagawa et al., van Gorkom 
et al. and Kusunoki et al. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the electron emitter of 
Nakagawa et al., the semiconductor material and hole concentration of van Gorkom et 
al. and the biasing source of Kusunoki et al. by incorporating the metallic layer thickness 
of Ishio et al. to ensure high connection reliability (abstract). 

Claims 22 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nakagawa et al. (5,985,708), van Gorkom et al. (4,325,084) and Kusunoki et al. 
(US 2001/0017515 A1) as applied to claims 1-8 and 12-13 above, and further in view of 
Song (6,153,014). 

Nakagawa et al., van Gorkom et al. and Kusunoki et al. teach all mentioned in 
the rejection above. However, Nakagawa et al., van Gorkom et al. and Kusunoki et al. 
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a fail to teach a dielectric breakdown field of 1.5 * 10 7 < F b ^ 2 *10 7 V/cm. Song teaches 
a dielectric breakdown field of 1.04 * 10 7 V/cm (col. 7, lines 7-11). Since Nakagawa et 
al., van Gorkom et al., Kusunoki et al. and Bronner et al. are from the same field of 
endeavor (semiconductor technology), the purpose disclosed by Bronner et al. would 
have been recognized in the pertinent art of Nakagawa et al., van Gorkom et al. and 
Kusunoki et al. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to modify the electron emitter of Nakagawa et al., 
the semiconductor material and hole concentration of van Gorkom et al. and the biasing 
source of Kusunoki et al. by incorporating the dielectric breakdown field of Song to 
provide a uniform layer (col. 7, lines 7-11). 

Claims 23 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nakagawa et al. (5,985,708) and van Gorkom et al. (4,325,084) as applied to 
claims 1-8 and 12-13 above, and further in view of Song (6,153,014). 

Nakagawa et al. and van Gorkom et al. teach all mentioned in the rejection 
above. However, Nakagawa et al. and van Gorkom et al. fail to teach a fail to teach a 
dielectric breakdown field of 1.5 * 10 7 £ F b ^ 2 *10 7 V/cm. Song teaches a dielectric 
breakdown field of 1.04 * 10 7 V/cm (col. 7, lines 7-11). Since Nakagawa et al., van 
Gorkom et al. and Song are from the same field of endeavor (semiconductor 
technology), the purpose disclosed by Song would have been recognized in the 
pertinent art of Nakagawa et al. and van Gorkom et al. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
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modify the electron emitter of Nakagawa et al. and the semiconductor material and hole 
concentration of van Gorkom et al. by incorporating the dielectric breakdown field of 
Song to provide a uniform layer (col. 7, lines 7-11). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 34 is allowed. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: The prior art of record does not disclose, make obvious, or otherwise suggest 
the structure of the applicant's together with the other limitations of the independent 
claims, in particular "F b > 1.5 * 10 7 V/cm" . 

Claims 30 and 31 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-14, 21-31 and 34-35 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the newly applied Figures of the Nakagawa et al. 
reference. 
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Conclusion 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

The following patents are cited to further show the state of the art with respects 
to electron emitters: 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ida M. Soward whose telephone number is 703-305- 
3308. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday, 6:30 am to 5:00 
pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Amir Zarabian can be reached on 703-308-4905. The fax phone numbers 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-872-9318 
for regular communications and 703-872-9319 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-308- 
0956. 



Gutierrex et al. (3,959,037) 



Jones (5,126,287) 



Mishra (5,077,597) 



Schnitzler (3,845,296). 
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